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ABSTRACT 

This paper focuses on possible relations between 
early peer skills and developing cognitive abilities. One promising 
area for discovering relations between cognitive development and peer 
interaction appears to be related to the young child* s developing 
ability to differentiate self from other, that is, decentration. 
Decentration is typically indexed by the child's representation of 
the agency of self versus others in pretense play, and it shows 
regular developments over the second year. It seems conceptually 
appealing to think that this growing differentiation of self and 
other might go hand in hand with growing skills in peer interaction 
over the second year. A second possible relationship between early 
peer developments and decentration comes from toddlers* shift from 
proximal, object-supported peer contacts, to distal, 
symbolically-mediated contacts. Third, some investigators have 
recently begun to study the toddler's and preschooler's understanding 
of rules that regulate social interaction, particularly rules 
regulating object exchange. Findings of preliminary observations 
focusing on the development of such rules among toddlers suggest that 
18- and 24-month-old children begin to differentiate rules that focus 
on their own rights as a possessor from rules that also take into 
account another child's status or rights as a possessor; however, 
toddlers in the second half of their second year clearly do not 
operate altogether under shared rules. (RH) 
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The purpose of this symposium today is to explore pos/'ible relations 
between research in infant/toddler peer interaction and larger social 
developmental issues by looking both to the past and to the future. Looking 
back, ve might say that the research efforts of the last 10 years or so in some 
ways **reinvented the vheer\ In other words, these recent observations 
reconfirmed the work of researchers from the 1930 *s who had already found that 
the toddler age child is not ^*asociar* with peers. Those earlier findings 
however, had been lost, ignored or often misinterpreted in the meantime. So the 
importance of the rediscoveries of 10 years ago cannot be underestimated. The 
researchers of a decade ago also Went beyond the observations made in the 30's 
in crucial ways that set the stage for a decade* s work. 

Conceptually, they contributed 2 frameworks for the development of early 
peer relations, both of which capitalised on Piaget*s notions of cognitive 
development. Both Lee Lee and Ned Mueller suggested that developing peer skills 
could be related to sensorimotor developments more generally. They thereby set 
the stage for resea^'ch centered on relationships between social and cognitive 
development dufirij^ an age period v^ry little studied in either' domain t 

Empirically, resear'chers over th^ past decide have gtently enriched our 
basic knowledge about the abilities of very young children interacting with 
their peers. We now have descriptions of how early peer interactions are 
structured, and the kinds of behaviors used to support them, as well as age 
differences in both of those aspects. Vc also have descriptions of various 
contextual effects on these early peer exchanges, and we have much richer 
descriptions of the range of abilities involved. 

Some of the current issues facing this young field are reflected in 
today's panel, and include questions about the earlioess of the abilities 
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displayed; qufsti^ot fbout. the continuity ;o£ early peer skills with 
parent-infant interaction, vith preschool interaction, even with adult 
interaction; quesf:ipns about jyst hov extensive the early abilities ate do 
theVi for ex«iQpl€| include, the befinnings of .friendship? And, still eiaerging 
questions, abouc the relations of these eerly skijlls yith. developing cognitive 
abilities^ So future vork vill. have to be directed to 2 t^road ta^ks that 
encompass;/: (bese end. other issues — on the, one > hand, to provide still aore 
detail aabout the basic pbenosu^non, of infant/ toddler peer interaction; and on 
the other.fhandi to begin to .address questions 'about .influences on, or 
determinants ;the acquisition of early pceri^kiU^. . ! 

^ ThiiS* peper ^focuses On possible . relations between early peer skills and 
developing cognitive abilities^ and an so doifig nuggestSi at least, indirectly, 
one potential influence on the ecquisitioq -pt certajn peer skills* We have .two 
purposes here today: first, to discufs «nd review in very bri^f and rather 
broad terms, the general issue and its, status^ ip infant/toi^dler peer research; 
and secondly, to illusttete it vith fome 'york ice * ve . begun recently in our 
lab. ' . 

Relations between cognitive and aoci«L.4eveJ.^pfnea(. in childhood have been 
studied for some years, now, under the general rubric, ofv social-cognition* 
However oyer the last decade we've seen remarkably Uttle trick^le-dovn into 
infant/toddler research, of either the general issues or the specific questions 
facing childhood raaearehers. Bill Hartup, for example^ has noted in his recent 
reviews of the peer relations Uterature that there are several cognitive 
factora that might be ; related to. early social development — - such as the 
decline in egQcent;^is||i and the growth in understanding of cause«effect 
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relations. He 41 90 ffbced, however, thet theee reletionshipi have not been 
widely inVes¥ig«t«d. > - ; . 

Thei'e ere'flo doubt - eex-***! reaaona for that. " Perhaps one of ' the most;' 
salient T**sDhfc is.'t!fat infanta aiid toddlers ^ are presymbolic, Baking both the-- 
aethbdoldgicil' parlWi^ ot childhood research difficult to adapt t6 infancy» 
and the'ex^laiiatory swde Is' inappropriate. Another, equally importcnt, reason is . 
that it his only W«n in the last decade or ao that developawuvtal psycholog:ifts 
have reallf begun to examine in earnest the nature and the limits xjf infants' 
cognitive and per*ceptual'- ibilities. So researchers iin infant/toddler, social 
development haven't had the eqiiivalewr. cognitive-developmental data base* much 
less the theoretical eyStfems, thatif have been' available to the, childhood 
researchers in social^ognitiVfe develo|lmetit; But • over the last 5 year a: in 
particdlar, w*'v« seen a groding - ' recogoitioh of and interest .<• in 
social-cognitive develbpment in infants and toddlers. In 1981 an edited volume 
was published by' Laiob and Sherrtod' which may become as important ,t:o. 
infant/ 1 odd let »6ci«l cognition as the 1975' Lewis and Rosemblum »olume has been 
for the study of early peer relations. In the Lamb and Sherrod volume the; 
authors attempted to make clear what th» implications were of infmnt cognitive 
and perceptual development for various ispects of infant social development, 
including differentiktioii of "social aid nonaociai' objects; recognition of 
emotion; perceptidn of idtentioflility in social Telati^ons', and ao forth. 

A few Inveitigatbrs hive beeh morkiiag' for some year* now in areas that- 
may ultimately b'etong in tT>e'i:ategdry' df infaftt/toddler socUl cognition but it 
was lets than 5 years ago that th« area' iteelf Was recognised by ntae. It has 
now become ileki that multiplfe', dt^BpIe^^relafeidnshlps do indeed exi« between 
social and cognitive development during the first 2 years of life as well as 
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later in childhood. As for relationships specif ically between infant/toddler 



peer relations and cognitive dev^topteeut/ thete wal a conspicuous absence of 
their discussion in the Laab And Sherrod volume. Despite the publication 10 
years ago of Mueller* s'^ and Lee's arguments for relations betveeh sietisorimotor 
development and growth in sbcial skills with peer's, little work has been done 
since then to make such relations' more explicit. Several investigators have now 
begun to study the 'to^dle'r*s changing * knoWlev'tge of other children aa social 
partners. But few attempts have been made to relate this growing knowledge, or 
the developing peer skills, to s^ie'citic aspects of 'tlie very young child's 
changing cognitive abilities. It seems'^Cte&r^ however, that the timte is right -* 
to begin to pursue' possi'ble relations betWeeh Very yoiing children's ^peer skills 
and their cognitive development.' We now have a fairly substantial empirical' 
base to inform us about early peer Skills; we also have some knowledge of the 
one- and two^year-^old's cognitive abilities', ^o/ although we may not be in a 
position to begin to model or to explain the relations between early social and 

cognitive development, we are in' a position to 'begin tb specify empirical 

' I ' • , . .... 

relationships. 

It seemed to us that one promising area' for discov^riVfg relations between 
cognitive development and pe^ir interaction might * be- in the young 'child's 
developing ability to differentiate ' self ' from other. This process is kno%m as 
decentration among cognit'ive develojprmVntaiists'. According to Piaget, 
decentration is characterised by the chi&d^s ability' tb thii'tk' about objects and 
events in the world' as independent of herself and her own action schemes. In 
och^r wor<Is, the child 't6a4V to retpresent h^rsetf as one object among all other 
objects, and realises '£llat; ever^ts can have autohomdus causes of their own, 
indepenident of' h^r ibtidhs; hWr l^rsh(i8''or* her inteiits. - This ability, in turn, 
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is said to be a function of the transition in the child's thought from 
•ensorimotor and action-baaed to symbolic , near the end of the second year. 
Because syobols, in . contrast to actions, are independent of the objects or 
events they refer to, the 2-ryear old, as opposed to the younger sensor imotpr 
child, can subftitute symbols for actions in defining and understanding her 
world. So with symbolic thought the child for the first tioie has the means to 
represent self aa an independent entity, independent from objects, from events » 
and from otbisr selves. 

Decentration is typically index;ed by tl^t child's representation of the 
agency of self vs. others in pretense play, and it shows regular developments 
over the second vear. (see Tauie 1) Between 12 and 15 months the child becomes 
aware of tier own agency with rt^spect to self*centered actions und shows that 
by, for example^ pretending to drink from a cup. But in this case she is both 
agent and recipient of her own actions. She does not yet evidence awareness of 
others* agency. Between 13 and 20 nionths, she c^n extend the recipient role to 
others, and so, for example, she pretends to. give a drink to a doll where the 
doll becomes a recipient of her actions. But the child still conceives of 
herself as the only .agent. By 20 to 24 months, she becomes aware that others 
can be agents pf their own behavior as well as recipients of hers, and so for 
example she now puts a cup in the hands^ of the doll for it to drink by itself. 

It seems conceptually appealing to think that this growing 
differentiation 0% self and other might go hand in hand with growing skills in 
peer interaction over the second year. We would like to briel^ly consider three 
possibilities for sucl) a relationship. First, toddlers/ ^bility to adopt 
behavioral roles in, interaction with one another increase^ii oyer the second 
year. Mueller was one of the first to describe this progression from simple 
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imitative roles to more complex complementary and reciprocal roles. In other' 
words, by the elid of the second year, toddlers can both take on i different and 
complementary roles in an interaction (e.g. , '^chaser** and **chasee**); and they 
can also exchange them with one another — either child can perform either 
role. Other investigators have also observed toddlers* use of roles in games 
vith peers and with adults. Both Dale Hay and Carol Eckerman, for example, have 
found that games 'that require cooperation dr complementary play behaviors 
increase ' both in freiquency and sophistication 'Wet the second half of the 
second year. And in our lab ve tiave found that in cod^nefKivci problem solving 
tasks, 2 year olds are much more successful than IS^ontfil^'olds becaaie they can 
both adopt complementary roles and at the^ same time coordinate their behavior 
to work smoothly together toward < (Common goal. To be ab^le to adopt 
interactional roles, and to intercoordinate them, would seem to require that 
both children recognize that the other child is an independent^ ^gent of his 6r 
her own behavior. In other words, the child must hit able to Mpresent relations 
between self and other, and be able to understand thay they each can both 
affect, and ie affected by, the other's behavior. That, in turn, requires 
decentration. 

A second! possible relationship' '^^etween ^arly peer' develdpments and 
decentration comes from another shif^ over thk* second year - the shift from 
proximal , object supported peer contacts | to dis'taj and Symbolically mediated 
contacts. Again, Mueller and Eckerman were among the first to describe thitf 
shift, and since then several ' otherih have also obsierved it. What has bedil 
found, in general, is t*hat children bigih uiitig physical' contact and mutual 
object play as ttie primary mediators of peer interaction in the first half of^ 
the second year. Later, they add vocalisations and gestures over a distance. 
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What we may be seeing in the early, proximal, and quite concrete formt of paar 
play it the child's recognition of the peer simply as a recipient of the 
child's own actions, much as in giving a drink to a doll. In other words, for 
the very young toddlevr the peer may still be a passive recipient of the 
child's o%m action^ schemes, not an active agent expected to initiate and 
respond on his own* It would seem that if the toddler is to direct social 
behavior to a peer over a distance, she must be able to think o! the peer as an 
active respondent - as an agent of his own behavior, independently able to 
respond. to her bids» Again, this transition would seem to require decentration, 
the differentiation of self and other. 

Third, some investigators have recently begun to study the toddler's and 
preschooler's understanding of rules that regulate social interaction* One set 
of rules beginning to receive attention are those that regulate object 
exchange* Specifically, it seems that toddlers and preschoolers are beginning 
to understnd ' ^possession rights " as a mediator of object conflict. In other 
words, the child comes to understand that current or past possession of a toy 
gives a sort of "prior right" or "claim" to continued or future possession of 
that toy. This might be described as a developing concept of ownership, one 
that includes not only personal ownership, but also awareness of others' rights 
as owners* When these kinds of rules are shared or held mutually by two 
children, they could be described as a sort of priiritive "social contract." And 
it seeiQS that in order tp observe such a contract - in other words, to 
recognise the claim-^ and rights of the other as well as one's own rights - the 
cjiild would have to have differentiated self from other, and would have to have 
some understanding of the oth^r as an independent agent of his own behavior, 
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one nho can recognise each of tfaeir respective rights of possession* ThiS| 
againi involves decentration. 

And this was our focus in some preliminary observations that ve would 
like to report today. We reasoned that if these possession ruJ^es .were indeed 
related to dtcMtration, we should see develojnsent in them over the second 
yearv -the period when decentration shows development (see Table 1). Thus 4Nirly 
on, we might expect to see no possession rules or expectations regarding the 
rights of self or others, since the child's differentiation of self and other 
is still quite limited. We then might expect what Wanda Bronson has called a 
' 'personal " rule to emerge, without recognition of the other's expectations or 
rights - i.e*, "what's mine is mine and what?*s yours is mine". Here the child 
recognises the other as a focus or recipient of his actions .*and intents, but 
does not yet recognize that the otheV has independent rights . of his own. 
Finally, we would expect to see what Roger Bakeman has called a shared rule, 
where both «.hildren reccgnise one another's rights and mutually observe them. 
In conjunction with a shared rule ve would also expect to see an increase in 
positive object negotiation such as > sharing, joint play, or turn^taking with 
desirable toys. 

We looked for rule-governed object exchange in much the same way as had 
Bronson and Bakeman before us. Bronson observed the probability of resistance 
by a toy owner to attempts by others to take the toy. She also looked for the 
likelihood of a successful take as a function of how long the toy owner had 
been in possession of the ^ toy. In other words, she wished to see whether 
possession' of a toy gave the possessor a sense of ownership, and whether that 
sense of ownership seemed to be greater the. longer the child had had the toy in 
her ik>ssession. She found that 17-24 month old toy owners were more likely to 
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resist '^ a.ti6ejnpt t^i^e thaniirejrc 12t16, ^onth oHs, and that the. likelihood of 
resistance was greater for longer ownership in both age groups. Only among the 
old^r tjc>dd<l€ra^ ifiovav^Tv. iLhe ti^trU probabi^ of success affected by the 
ovntrU. lIeiigth'of3>ossas8ion4 That 'it, among 17-24 month olds, takers were more 
succ<asful vhan .awMrs .had Jurt"aci(iii«Ci(l/ a* tt>y then when owners had had it for 
somar timer IC appeaMWr:to Bronson, tHeiv^ 'that at least among tha older toddlers 
ther€ muat hAiMibaeir some recognitioini of a "^io-r possession right" such that 
the longer' one. had a My , *the» greater claim one h«d to continued possession. 
Whether that rule.rvaa recognited by both the t»ker and the toy owner could not 
be inferred from %hos^ data. But ^Bakeman ^nd ^BrOMnlee in. a. later? study, looked 
for tbe existence of such a shared rule inrt^oddlera of 12 to •Z4^months of age. 
They did so from, the taker* s > perspective, rather. jCchan, from. the. toy owner's 
perspective asi. had Bronson. ,Bakeman and Srownlee : reaaoned that if possession 
rights were observed hyboth children* tben a taker's prior ownership of a. toy 
should .lessen the probability tba.t,he w6uld be'^.resisted in an ettempt to . regain 
possession-, and .^hou^Ld also iqcreaee his likelihood of success.. In other words, 
if tbe taker has > had a toy ibefore, thp current ' owner should be more, w-il ling to 
give it up if he indeed recognizes the taker's right to continued ppssession. 
They found that likelihood of a* successful take wae. greater if thevtaker .had 
previously hat* ,/OSseision o^ tke toy: . That ia.»> (ho taker vas more likely to be 
able to gain pojiseaiiioii' of .a toy ' froiu another /.child if he (the taker) had 
played with tbe' tay previously. / But they elftot found that the probability of 
resiatante to the /take was not* affected by yhet4)er the taker had had possession 
of it previously or not 4;- So.. while ptko^ o^'aer ship. was related to the succ.es»^ of 
a take» it iras 'not relsfted -to the likelihood resistance by,^the current 
owner. They concluded that th^r toddlerat did not. appear to hold shared r^Ies 
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of possession rights, because only the outcome of the conflict was affected and 
not its "initial negotiation**. 

These data were interesting and provocative to us, and suggested that 
developsents were indeed taking place over the second year. What we wished to 
do was to look for a transition from a "personal" to a "shared" rule during the 
second half of the second year — the time when decentration is a central 
developmental accomplishment for the young child. And it seemed to us that it 
would be most fruitful to look ac object conflicts from both the taker's and 
the owner's perspectives, as well as to look for positive object negotiations 
in addition to conflictual ones. We would like to report here some quite 
preliminary results from 2 groups of 4 children each vlio met weekly betwt^^a 18 
and 24 months in our laboratory playrcom* The playroom was furnished with a 
wide variety of toyft, including some that could be played vith cooperatively 
and some that could be pleyed with only individually. The data we're reporting 
were taken from 2 18-^onth. sessions and 2 24*month sessions, yielding about 6 
hours of observation. The tapes were coded for all instances of toy-related 
interaction. 

What we were looking for was whether IS^onth olds operated on the basis 
of a personal possession rule, and whether 24 month olde exhibited' evidence of 
shared possession rules (see Table 2). We reasoned chat a personal rule would 
be indicated first by relatively high frequency of attempts to take others' 
toys, and low frequency of positive object. hegotiations such as sharing, joint 
play and cooperation. Second, the probability. of resistance by the toy owner to 
an attempt-take should be. high under a {>er*onal rule, regardless of whether the 
taker had previously played vith the toy or not*^ Reeistance ahoultl alao be 
unrelated to how long- the owner has been in possessidn of the tojr. Third, the 



ERLC 




12 




12 



probability of a successful take should be more related to the strength or 
degree of resistance by the owner, than to vhethet- the taker has had prior, 
potseasioa -or .to how long the ovQer has been in possession. In other vords, 
prior ovnecship ahttuld not be recognized as conferring any apecial rights on 
either the Current posaeasor or on previous ovners. 

.In contrast^ a shared rule vould be suggested if the probability of 
resiatance to a take. varied as a function of whether -the iiket had had prior 
possession of the* toy. Ihat is-,, resistance should be less likely vhen the taker 
had played. with the' :toy previously* He would also expect that tbt likelihood of 
resistance to ac attempt ; take would' be. related to how long the owner had had 
the toy in his Current poeseasion. Finally, the probAbility of a successful 
take . should al^o vary as a ,fiiQ|ction of whetheit the taker hea previously had 
possession, . aa well asv how long the owner has been iti possession. 

Our findings suggest that both the Ift^month olds i and the 24-*mohth oldt 
are in transition, f.rom a . personal ito :a ahared rule, with the 24-month olda 
perhaps slightly more advanced than the 18^onth olds. We'll consider first the. 
general qualities of possession negotiations, as picture^ in Table 3. As you 
can see, tht older. ctoddlers were relatively lass likely to atteept to take toys 
from we axtotther then were the younger toddlers. They were alao mprA likely to 
engage in positive object negotiation sueh as cooperation and shariag*: Although 
older and younger toddlsrs did not' differ in the : proportion of episodes in 
which th^y resisted, older toddler^ did tend to be alightly more auccessful in 
taking toys ^from one. another than di<d <^ younger toddlera. One possible^ 
explanation for*, that pattern ife that the' older toy owner 'rctognises that under 
sond cireumatatites the takaY haa a right to ^e toy and 'ao ia sore willing to 
give it up. Oldetf chi-ldtea*a poeeession negotiationfa- were alSiOi'oore frequently 
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language mediated, including: in particular .more assertions of self-possession 
such ai ^ine!*:.io Anoiig -oLdec icl^ildren it- appeared th*at (here were also a few 
more 'ttttti'anceiilabel'ing others.'', toys .«s belonging to the other child, (e.g., 
•*That'» Sarah' s**^) ver ^expii'citly requesting: a. toy. fr^tn another child, but the 
age< difference ir*« not Heiiable. «On the vboU, then, :,24-i9onth olds* were still 
engaging in « fiirly- large proportion of :«ronfJkActual' ppssessi )n , episodes, but 
they were alffo beginning to be able to : take c turns, play jointfly. with toys, 
cooperate and so- forth'^ c . f^ v.. • ; 

Hext we would, like: tb look at the.Telati^nsbips between resistance to an. 
attempt take and, both the. takerU >and:the.. owner'a .,priot possesaion, of the toy. 
In other wot ds,'cw» went ta^ know whether the owner otf. a toy protests another's 
attempt to takeHt as a function of his own possjetsion or as a function of the 
taker's prior possession. Does the owner's possession of the toyccon^fer on it 
some special status ahat stakes it 'more, (xn: less) likely that he; will resist 
another ^» intrusion?* Conversely ,T.:do^s thi t^iker.Is prior possession of the toy 
make it more (or less()» like If*, that; the .TOwner. will resist him. if he tries to 
regain possession? , / 

In Tahle 4 'we . see the prwbabilifty of resistsnce by. th? toy owner as a. 
function of howllong he^s bean in poetess ijon -of thf tay. 18-nonth. oldp are mora , 
likely to resist than not , .regatdlai(s of whether they've jast picked the toy up 
or whether they'^ve bfeen- playing with xit i for. soma timi/: In $hort, for, l8-«onth 
olds there is^' no relationship fete t ween liOKiclong they been in possession of a 
toy and- the likelikoed that they* U resist If someone attempt;! to t«ke it from 
thesi. For f ham,, the possession r^U-^seema. tp^^^ AVH*t/s mine, is mine, period.". 
24-iionth-olda, im controls tj are. mttCh^morei4ikely ^e pvtf Hp^aofight when ^omeone 
elstf tries to take-their.jtoy iJ th^*^ jMftp picked., ijt^ up, thfn i{ thfsy'ye had 
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it for «whiU; Although only speculative, we voold like to interpret these 
findings as evidence of the beginnings of the recognition by the older children 
that oCher»s klso have rights 'to playgroup toys, and that after lengthy 
possessi6Tv of a toy it may be amother^s turn vhereao having just picked up a 
toj mak«s it ••tty'turn"* In oth^r words, the older child may be beginning to 
differentiate sOne CircutDstancei that give the peer equivalent clain to i toy 
relative to tH^ir own claim of •ownersfrip. Obviously such iuterpretations, 
however appealing, will have to await a more detailed look at the possession 
episodes theiAselves. Furthermore, because these findings contrast .with 
Bronifon's finding that longer possession wtss related to higher probability of 
resistance, we must be cautious about generalising from this sample, or any of 
the 3 exiiting aimples in the literature, since each of them is different from 
the others ih importMt irays^^ 

' Ttj^rnini^ to Tals^le* 3, we can see the relationship between resistance by. the 
toy own«r to an attempt^ take as a functibn of whether the taker has played with 
the toy in eh'e iraediattly previous 30 minutes. * We see that if the taker has 
not previously had the toy he'« trying to take, both 18- and 24-month olds are 
more likely to r^siet than not^. Further, if the taker has not previously played 
with the to^^ reeiatance by a 24*month old toy owner is likely to be more 
intenie than tf the taker had previoualy played with the object for ,even a 
brief ^riod; The older children also di»tinquish whether the takers' previous 
owherahip was lengthy 3r for only a short time, Thus, « 2A-mDnth old toy owner 
is less' likely tb tdsiat the taker if the taker had played with the toy fpr an 
extended period within the previous half-^hour, rather than for n brief time 
only. So both tKe older and the younger toddlers seem to recognise thet under 
soiie eircoistance^ thd taker may hav^ rights to a toy they themfelves are 
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play With. ' Arid thcse^ ciriiofiistanccs ar^ when the taker has recently played 
with the toy. Turttiefr, the 2^^6*nth^olds seera to fte beginning to differentiate 
the taUet's rightd. according tb^ hov long ^he has previously played with the 

toy.* - ^ ' » ' • - 



relation between how long the owiier Md had the toy and- the t'ate of success by 
the taker '^r either the yourtger or th^/ older children* In Other words, takers 
were neither mbre nor lest 'i^'rceissful 'at a function of whether the owner had 
just piclced up' the toy of had been playing with it for sofoe time. In the next 
table, though, we see that atoong thi cider chil'dreti Successful takes were 
related '£6 how long th^ takfer had previously played with the toy. Specifically, 
v^hen the taker had {Srevioii^ly played' with' the toy ' for a lengthy pefiod he was 
more likely to be succelisful in regaining its possession. 

If we take th^s^'^dAta together, they ^et^m to suggest that both 18- and 
24*-month olds ari!^ ebbing' to dif fe^^ehliia'ti^^ sellF-cehtered, personal possession 
rules that fc/cus otil'thieir 6wn"rights as 'possessor, from shared possession 
rules th*t' alto take into account th^ other child's "status or rights as * a 
possessor. Inr other wotfds, it appears ' that the IS-moH'th old ot>eflites for the 
mo^t part under ^^i^ personal ibule, but' ia beginning t/o differentiate a tiker's 
rights from hir Own 'iks'-a poss^sSbi'* The Z^-month-old seems to have come a 
little further in Ikis differentiation of the taker's eights ^ but dlearly still 
does not operate' altogether un^elr 'shared rules.* 

This resetrch Ft* quite prerliteiriify at^d only a rither small beginning, 
with tuny queitionS' slill' •t'^miiining. For exMipU,^ do toddlers come to 
appreciate the claims of others as owners at the same time as they begin to 



The* final twb tables^ show the relation between succilsful takes and how 



long the owner* of the taker has' had' possefs^ion 6f the toy. There was ho 
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diffrrenti^te jtheir own .rights, at owners or is there a developmental sequence? 
What is the relationship between positive object negotiations and conflictual 
ones? Wh^t role da adults plsy in the socialization of young children's 
possession negotiations? Can we be more explicit about the rules that govern 
possession negotiation at different ages or in different situations? For 
example, do children use different rules to regub>te possession of their 
personally owned toy.s than laboratory or achpolroom toys? Do they use 
turn<*taking rules under some circumstances » and prior possession rules under 
others? What other factors enter into the negotiations and outcomes of object 
conflicts? Bak^man, for example, has suggested that dominance migh^ play e 
role, especially in. younger children. The attractiveness of the toys Piay also 
play a role, as might the sex composition of the group^ the children's interest 
in the toy over an extended period, and so forth. How does experience with 
peers or with siblings affect the development of possession rales? Not only do 
we need to look in more detail at the possession episodes themselves » but we 
must also observe both younger and plder children. And finally we need to get a 
direct measure of decentration in the children whose possession negotiations 
we're observing if ve're to begin to be able to make inferences about the 
relations between social and cognitive development in this particular sphere. 

In closings ve would like to note that this ^ a beginning. We've begun 
here to look explicitly , for relations between selected peer skills and 
cognitive development. Such a focus may not only lead ultimately to more 
complete explanatory models, but it may also provide a foundation for 
in £a at* toddler researchers and childhood researchers to consider possible 
developmental continuities in social and social--cognitive . development in 
greater detail. 
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DECENTRATION 



HEGOTIATION 



I. Self at Agent & Recipient > 12*15 ao . 

no differentiation of others' actions 
or intents from own 



No rule 



II. Other at Passive Recipient of Own Actions , 15-20 no , 
beginning dif f erentiatiion of self from other, 
but self is still the only active agent 



"Personal" Rule 



III. Other as Active Agent of dm Behnvior , 20"24 mo . 
self and other fully differentiated, with 
^recognition that others* actions and intents 
independent of ovn 



•^Shared" or 
Mutual rule 
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PERSONAL RULE 



SHARED RULE 



1« Higher frequency of Attempt Take 
relative to Positive Object 
Negotiation 



1. Higher frequency ^ 
Positive Object Negotiation 
than Attempt Take 



2« Resistance by toy owner to Attempt 
Take high, regardless of: 
1) Taker** prior possession 



2) Owner's duration of possession 



2. Resistance by toy owner 
relates to: 

1) Taker's prior possession 
and length of possession 

2) Owner *s length of 

possession 



3. Successful Takes unrelated to Taker's 
prior possession or Owner's 
length of possession 



3. Successful Takes relate to 
Taker's prior possession 
and Owner's length of 
possession 



1:) 
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TABLE 1. GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF POSSESSION 

NEGOTIATION (entries are X of possession 
related episodes) 



Behavior 18 m 24 m 



- Resist Take .64 .64 



2U 



Attempt Take .55 .42 .03 

Positive Object .45 .58 .03 

Neg. (share; 
cooperate; offer; 
join play; etc.) 



n.$< 



- Successful Take .45 .56 .10 



* Language Mediated .54 .94 .08 



Self'-Possessioo .01 .11 .04 

Language 



Other Possession/ .01 .07 n.s. 

Request 
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FIGURE 2. PROPORTION RESIST TAKE BY TOY OWNER 

AS FUNCTION OF OWNER'S POSSESSION 

Owner's Duration of Possession 

Age Just Picked Up Short Long 

(0-2 sec) (3-31 sec) (> 30 sec) 

12 mo . No Resist .48 .38 .12 

Resist .52 .62 .88 

18 mo . Ho Resist .40 .37 .38 

Resist .60 .63 .62 

24 mo . No Resist 0 .35 .44 

Resist 1.0 .65 .56 
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TABLE 3. 



PROPORTION RESIST TAKE BY TOY OWNER 

AS A FUNCTION OF TAKER'S PRIOR POSSESSION 



Taker' I Prior Posses'jion 
(w/in previous 30 min) 



Age 



No Prior Pott. 



Short 



(1-30 sees) 



Long 

O30 tecs) 



12 mo. 



No Retitt 



Resist 



0 

V 

0 



.32 
.68 



.47 
.53 



18 



No Resist 



Resist 



mild 
intense 



c34 
.66 



.82 
.18 



.80 
.20 



1.0 
0 



.75 
.25 



1.0 



24 



Mo Resist 



Resist 



■ild 
intense 



.26 
.74 



.64 
.36 



.33 
.67 



.89 
.11 



.73 
.27 



1.0 
0 



! I - r- . I. ' « . ' . . ) t ' ■'. \ 
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TABLE 4. 



PROPORTION OF SUCCESSFUL TAKES AS FUNCTION 
OF OWNER'S POSSESSION 



Owner's Puri"^ ion of" Potsession 



Age 



Just Picked Up 
(0-2 sec) 



Short Long 
(3-31 sec) (> 30 sec) 



16 mo Success Take 
No Success 



.50 
.50 



.63 
.37 



.58 
.42 



24 «o Success Take 

No Success 



.50 
.50 



.56 
.44 



.64 

.36 



2.i 
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TABLE 5. PROPORTION OP SUCCESSFUL TAKES AS FUNCTION 

OF TAKER'S PRIOR POSSESSION 

Taker's Prior Poggeggion 
(v/in previoug 30 min) 



Age No Prior Pogg Short i^ong 

18 no Succegg Take .60 .77 .40 

No Succegg .40 .23 .60 

24 mo Succegg Take .48 .55 ,9i 

No Succesg .5*? .45 ,09 
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